Natural range expansion of Barred Owls? A critique of Monahan and Hijmans (2007).- Monahan and Hijmans (2007:61) Columbia "around 1973" (p. 56); (4) from 1901-1910 to 1961-1970 
Josephson 2003). Willingness to accept a conclusion often depends not only on the strength of the conclusion, but on pragmatic considerations such as costs of being wrong and benefits of being right (Josephson and Josephson 2003).
Adequacy of the hypothesis. Salt (1952) and Hayworth and Weathers (1984) . We agree with Johnson's recommendation and suggest that Root (1988) and Meehan et al. (2004) Reichert et al. 2002 , Gillett et al. 2004 , IPCC 2007b (e.g., Houghton et al. 2000) . However, Monahan and Hijmans (2007) (Kelly et al. 2003 , Pearson and Livezey 2003 , Gremel 2005 , Olson et al. 2005 , fecundity (Olson et al. 2004), and survival (Anthony et al. 2006) 
. Indeed, certain species have been used to show that changes in plants and animals associated with regional temperature trends indicate that humans are a measurable force behind these trends (Root et al. 2005). So it is highly likely that a measurable portion of the increasing temperatures presented by Monahan and Hijmans (2007) was caused by human emission of greenhouse gasses into the atmosphere. Investigation of alternative hypotheses.-Monahan and Hijmans (2007) did not analyze several alternative explanations found in the literature concerning ecological changes in the Great Plains that may have facilitated the range expansion of this forest-dwelling owl. These include increased availability of trees owing to planting (Dark et al. 1998) or fire suppression (Mazur and James 2000), and denser forests owing to fire suppression that created cover in which Barred Owls could better avoid Great Horned Owls (Bubo virginianus) and large accipiters (Wright and Hayward 1998).

Superiority of their hypothesis.-Monahan and Hijmans (2007) did not adequately analyze whether their hypothesis surpasses the three alternative processes they mentioned. They referred to two processes proposed by others (changes in forest-management practices that benefited Barred Owls, and adaptations of Barred Owls to coniferous forests) but did not analyze them, and their analysis of a third process (distribution of forests) misinterpreted its timing and incorrectly limited its area. They indicated that a lack of forests in the Great
